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DETAILED ACTION 
Status of Claims 

1 . This office action is in response to the amendment filed on January 28, 2005. 
Claims 1-11, 13-14, 16-21 and 23-27 are pending. 

Response to Arguments 

2. Applicants arguments filed January 28, 2005 have been fully considered but they 
are not persuasive. 

Applicant argues that Dircks (U. S. Patent 6,584,568) fails to disclose managing 
any relationships between users based on the information contained in the .sec files. 
Examiner respectfully disagrees. Dircks teaches managing relationships between users 
such as "Daemon servers as an interface for personal desktop facility by channeling any 
communications to or from the user..." (abstract and column 3 lines 16-18). 
Furthermore, the Daemon server determines what operations are permissible based on 
the .sec files (column 7 lines 29-31, 43-57). 

In response to applicant's argument that the examiner's conclusion of 
obviousness is based upon improper hindsight reasoning, it must be recognized that 
any judgment on obviousness is in a sense necessarily a reconstruction based upon 
hindsight reasoning. But so long as it takes into account only knowledge which was 
within the level of ordinary skill at the time the claimed invention was made, and does 
not include knowledge gleaned only from the applicant's disclosure, such a 
reconstruction is proper. See In re McLaughlin, 443 F.2d 1392, 170 USPQ 209 (CCPA 
1971). 



Application/Control Number: 09/478, 1 1 2 Page 3 

Art Unit: 3621 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 1-5, 9-11, 16-18, 21, 23 and 25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Lewis, U. S. Patent 6,233,576 in view of Dircks et al., U. S. Patent 
6,584,568 and in further view of Anand et al., U. S. Patent 6,044,466. 

As to claims 1 , 16-18, 21 , 23 and 25, Lewis teaches a method, a computer 
readable medium storing a software program that is capable of configuring a machine to 
perform a process, and an apparatus comprising: 

a) Making at least one digital facility available from a source to clients via an 
electronic communication medium (Figs. 1-2); 

b) Associating with at least one of clients an access permission that enables the 
client to access at least one of the digital facilities (column 10 lines 37-39, 55 - 
column 1 1 line 20 and column 12 lines 5-10, 64 - column 13 line 15 and column 
14 lines 38-45 and column 15 lines 36-67 and Fig. 2); 

c) Associating with at least one of the clients a grant permission that enables the 
client to give to another client a permission with respect to at least one of the 
digital facilities (column 10 lines 37-39, 55 - column 1 1 line 20 and column 12 
lines 5-10, 64 - column 13 line 15 and column 14 lines 38-45 and column 15 
lines 36-67 and Fig. 2); 
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d) Managing relationships between clients via the electronic communication 
medium with respect to the digital facility (column 8 lines 20-43 and Fig. 1). 
Lewis does not specifically teach associating with at least one of the clients a 
preference information that reflects one or more preferences of the clients, and creating 
a client profile for at least one of the clients based on the preference information and the 
permission information associated with the client, and managing relationships between 
clients via the electronic communication medium with respect to the digital facility based 
on the profiles of the clients . However, Dircks teaches associating with at least one of 
the clients a preference information, and creating a client profile for at least one of the 
clients based on the preference information and the permission information, and 
managing relationships between clients via the electronic communication medium with 
respect to the digital facility based on the profile of the clients (column 3 lines 20-27 and 
column 7 lines 40 - column 8 line 5 and column 17 lines 10-19; specifically, the client 
profile corresponds to the ".sec file" in Dircks' teaching, and the permission information 
corresponds to the access privileges or security profile in Dircks' teaching). It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to allow 
Lewis' teaching to include the features of creating a client profile based on the 
preference information and the permission information of the client, and managing 
relationships between clients and the digital facility based on the client profile as taught 
by Dircks because this would allow the clients to efficiently and securely access the 
permitted information. 
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Lewis modified by Dircks does not specifically teach the user permission with 
respect to the digital facility is determined by a combination of an individual permission 
and company permission . However, this concept is taught by Anand as combining 
plurality of permissions to determine an ultimate permission (abstract and column 6 
lines 8-29). Although, Anand does not specifically teach the plurality of permissions are 
an individual permission and company permission. It would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art to allow the plurality of permissions in Anand's teaching to be 
further defined and categorized (i.e. individual permission, company permission, etc.) to 
better meet user's specification. Furthermore, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to allow the user's permission 
in the teaching of Lewis modified by Dircks to be a combination of the plurality of 
permissions, and the plurality of permissions can be further defined and categorized 
(i.e. individual permission, company permission, etc.) as taught by the modified 
teaching of Anand for better granting permissions to users and further preventing 
unauthorized access. 

As to claim 2, Lewis teaches the user permission that is granted to another user 
comprises a perform permission (column 7 lines 36-67). 

As to claim 3, Lewis teaches the user permission that is granted to another user 
comprises a grant permission (column 10 lines 37-39, 55 - column 1 1 line 20 and 
column 12 lines 5-10, 64 -column 13 line 15 and column 14 lines 38-45 and column 15 
lines 36-67 and Fig. 2). 

As to claim 4, Lewis teaches the digital facility comprises data (Figs. 1-2). 
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As to claim 5, Lewis teaches the digital facility comprises a service (Figs. 1-2). 

As to claim 9, Lewis teaches an electronic communication medium as discussed 
above. Lewis does not explicitly teach the electronic communication medium comprises 
the Internet. However, Dircks teaches an electronic communication medium comprises 
the Internet (Fig.1). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to allow the electronic communication medium in Lewis 1 
teaching to include the Internet for faster communication among the users. 

As to claim 10, Lewis teaches the client can give another user both perform 
permission and grant permission (column 7 lines 36-67 and column 10 lines 37-39, 55 - 
column 1 1 line 20 and column 1 2 lines 5-1 0, 64 - column 1 3 line 1 5 and column 1 4 
lines 38-45 and column 15 lines 36-67 and Fig. 2). 

As to claim 1 1 , Lewis teaches the digital facility comprises an application 
program, and the application defines permissions grantable to clients (column 12 line 64 
- column 13 line 15). 

5. Claim 27 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Lewis, U. S. 
Patent 6,233,576 in view of Dircks et al., U. S. Patent 6,584,568. 

As to claim 27, Lewis modified by Dircks teaches the similar limitations as claims 
1 , 16-18, 21 , 23 and 25 as discussed above. In addition, Lewis further teaches creating 
and defining a relationship between two parties (column 7 lines 36-44 and column 12 
line 5 - column 13 line 15 and column 14 lines 38-67), which corresponds to the 
claimed limitation that making a user who creates a user profiles for another user a 
relationship manager of the other user. 
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6. Claim 19-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Lewis, 
U. S. Patent 6,233,576 in view of Dircks et al., U. S. Patent 6,584,568 in further view of 
Schneider et al., U. S. Patent 6,178,505. 

As to claims 19-20, Lewis modified by Dircks teaches the similar limitations as 
claim 27 discussed above. In addition, Lewis modified by Dircks does not explicitly 
teach a web server and web browsers. However, these well-known features are 
specifically taught by Schneider (column 4 lines 58-67 and Fig. 2). It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to include 
the web server and web browsers as taught by Schneider in the teaching of Lewis 
modified by Dircks for faster communication among the users. 

7. Claims 6-8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Lewis, 
U. S. Patent 6,233,576 in view of Dircks et al., U. S. Patent 6,584,568 and Anand et al., 
U. S. Patent 6,044,466, and in further view of Schneider et al., U. S. Patent 6,178,505. 

As to claims 6-7, Lewis modified by Dircks and Anand teaches using the Internet 
for electronic communications as discussed above. Lewis modified by Dircks and 
Anand does not explicitly teach that the source comprises a web server, and the user 
comprises individuals using web browsers. However, these well-known features are 
specifically taught by Schneider (column 4 lines 58-67 and Fig. 2). It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to include 
the web server and web browsers as taught by Schneider in the teaching of Lewis 
modified by Dircks and Anand for faster communication among the users. 
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As to claim 8, Lewis modified by Dircks and Anand does not specifically teach 
the users are employees of companies. However, Schneider teaches this matter 
(column 4 lines 58-62). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to allow the teaching of Lewis modified by Dircks and 
Anand to be used for employees of companies as taught by Schneider so that this 
secured system would be expanded its usage environment. 

8. Claims 13-14, 24 and 26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Lewis, U. S. Patent 6,233,576 in view of Dircks et al., U. S. Patent 6,584,568 and 
Anand et al., U. S. Patent 6,044,466, and in further view of Abadi et al., U. S. Patent 
5,173,939. 

As to claims 13-14 and 26, Lewis modified by Dircks and Anand teaches granting 
permission to users as discussed above. Lewis modified by Dircks and Anand does not 
specifically teach the user permission comprises an aggregate of permissions, the 
aggregate permission includes fundamental permissions that have arguments of a 
common type. Abadi teaches this matter (Figs. 2-5). It would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to include the aggregate 
permission and the fundamental permission in the system of Lewis modified by Dircks 
and Anand for better granting permissions. 

As to claim 24, Lewis modified by Dircks and Anand does not specifically teach 
the permissions comprise cascading permissions. However, Abadi teaches this matter 
(column 6 line 50 - column 7 line 35). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
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skill in the art at the time the invention was made to include the cascading permissions 
in the system of Lewis modified by Dircks and Anand for better granting permissions. 

Conclusion 

9. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Inquire 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Mary Cheung whose telephone number is 571-272- 
6705. The examiner can normally be reached on M-Th (10:00-7:30) first Friday Off. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, James Trammell can be reached on 571-272-6712. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



Mary Cheung 
Patent Examiner 




Art Unit 3621 
April 20, 2005 



